
STATE OF CALIFORNIA At tiold Scl~\verzet~eggcl, C;ol~ai.i~or 

DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 

3 OFFICE 01; 7'11E DIRECTOR 
455 Golden Gatc A\ten~lc, Tentll Floor 
San Francisco. CA 94 102 
(4 15) 703-5050 

October 25,2007 

Donald Carroll, Esq . 
Law Offices of Carroll 6t Sc~~l ly ,  h c .  
300 Montgomel-y Street, Suite 735 
Sam Fral~cisco, CA 943 04-1 909 

Re: ~L~blid Works Case No. 2005-038 
Rosedale Project 
City of Azusa 

Dear Mr. Carroll: 

This constitutes the detenllination of the Director of lildustrial Relations regarding coverage of the 
above-referenced project under Califor~~ia's prevailing wage laws and is made pursuant to 
Califolilia Code of Regulations, title 8, section 16001(a). Based on 11ly review of the facts of this 
case and a11 analysis of the applicable law, it is my determination tllat the development of the 

/-7 Monrovia Nursery Co~lipany ("MNC") property, pursuant to the Monrovia Specific Plan and 

\_I Project ("Rosedale Project" or L'Project") is a public worlc. In this case, however, the requirement 
to pay prevailing wages is restricted to the construction of the public facilities and iilfrast~ucture 
illlproveineilts ('joilltly referred to as "P~lblic Facilities"). 

Facts 

The Project is a mixed-use developme~lt situated on a 5 17.5 acre site previously owned by n/INC in 
the City of kzusa ("City"). The Project, refened to by the interested pasties as the Rosedale 
Project, e~~visions the creation of a ~lzaster planned collx11nnity includil~g LIP to 1,575 dwelling 
units, 50,000 square feet of col~illlercial uses, parlts and open space, a school, a fire stati.on and a 
light rail transit center collsistillg of a trail1 station and tra-ilsit-oriented developl~~ent. Utility and 
otller infrast-i-ucture iiilproveme~lts are also proposed. 

On May 4, 2004, tlle City Co~u~ci l  passed Ordina~~ce No. 04-I-B a~~thorizing City to execute a 
developmeilt agreemeilt wit11 MNC regarding the Project. Attached to t11.e ordina~lce is a copy of 
the propose,d: agreenlei~t .including Exhibit C, wl~icll sets fort11 the collditio~ls of approval 'for the 
Project, inc l~hi11~ constmctio~l of tihe P~~bl i c  Facilities. 011 May 27, 2004, City and City of Azusa 
Light and Water Del~artment ('j ointl y reIemed to' as "City/Del) a-it-ille~lt'') and h4NC entered into the 
developmeilt agree~llel~t approved by the City Cou~lcil ("Agee~llent"). S~~bseque~~t ly ,  Azusa Land 
Pai-tilers, LLC' ("Developer") succeeded to tlle legal interests of M'NC under the Agseenlent. 

To facilitate the Project, City/Del~artme~it sold pro.]~erty lu~ovia as the Ileth Resavoi]. property -1 ("Hethy) to Developer for $475,000. Prior to sale, City/De]~a~?~nenl and Developer jointly selected 
' . '  

. . 

IAzusa Land Partners, LLC is a pastnesship of PLC Land Co., Fieldstone Ilollles and two equity pash1el.s llallled 
Roclcpoint G1.ou11 aud Starwood Capital. 
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R.P, La~lrain & ~ssoc ia tes ,~  a professional real estate appraisal fiiill, to appraise the fair marlcet 
value of I-letli. The highest and best use of Heth was deteilllined to be low density residential 
developmei~t, The fair marlcel value of Heth at that use was detenllilled to be $475,000. 

011 A L L ~ U S ~  1 , 2005, CityIDepartment and Developer entered into a Funding and Acquisition 
Agreelnent ("FAA"). The purpose of the FAA is to provide for tlle f~lilndillg of the Public Facilities. 
Under both tlie Agreement and FAA, a Comllzunity Facilities District ("CFD") is to be establisl~ed 
as tlie funding mecl~ailism pursuant to the Mello-Roos Comnlunity Facilities Act of 1982, 
Govel~xl~ent Code section 533 1 1 el seq. ("Mello-Roos ~ c t " ) . ~  The Public Facilities include: 

Azusa Unified School District K-8 school and adjoining park area; 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority freight u~ldercrossil~gs; 
Sanitation Dis'crict facilities; and 
City of Glendora and City of Azusa baclcbone and in-tract street, 
bridge, stonn drain, sewer, waterlreseivoir, dry utilities, parlc and 
landscaping imnproven~eilts. 

Pursuant to the Agreement, the local public entities listed above are to assume respolisibility for 
the ownership, operation and maintenance of the completed Public Facilities. Under the FAA, the 
purchase price for each facility shall be equal to the "actual cost" of construction. 

The ~nviro~m~enta l  hnpact Report ("EIR") and Traffic Impact Analysis Report studied the 
tra~isportatio~~lcirculatioi~ improvelnlents necessaly to alleviate the Project's impact on traffic flow 
and determined the total traffic inipact fee for these iniprovements to be $1,132,500. While 
Developer's share of cost was only $384,715, Developer paid the total traffic iliipact fee of 
$1,132,500. 

The Project is anticipated to cost over $45 6 million. An estimated $57 niillio~l in CFD bond funds 
are allocated to reirnburse Developer for its costs in co~istiuctillg tlie Public Facilities. 

Labor Code section 1 720(a)(114 ge~ierally defines "public worlcs" to mean: "Const~~~ction, 
alteration, deinolitioa, installation, or repair worlc done under contract aid paid for in whole or in 
part out of .public fttnds . . . ." Section 1 720(b) defines "paid for in whole or in pal? out of public 
fiuzds" to include the following: "the paylient of money or the equivaleili: of money by the state or 
political s~~bdivision directly to or on behalf of the public worlcs contractor, subcontractor, or 

2 ~ o n a l d  P. Laurain is an Accredited Senior Appraiser. He is state certified and has several professioi~al industry 
desigllatioils from the Appraisal I~~stitute. 

3011 J ~ m e  5, 2006, Resolutiol~ No. 06-C39 was adopted by the City Coullcil establishing CFD No. 2005-1 (Rosedale). 
Also on Julie 5, 2006, Resolutio~l No. 06-C42 was adopted declaring the results of the co~lsolidated special electioils 
approving the bonded indebtedness to be incurred by CFD No. 2005-1 and autllorizing the City Clerk to record a 
notice of special tax lien on the property within the CFD. 

"11 section references are to the Labor Code, ullless otherwise provided. 
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developer" (S; 1720(b)(l)); a ''[t]ra~lsfe~ by tile state or political subdivisio~l of a11 asset of value for 
less tllan fair marlcet price" (S; 1720(b)(3)); and "fees . . . or otller obligatio~~s that would 1101-mally 
be required in the execulioll of the co~ltsact, that are paid, reduced, charged atless than fair lnarlcet 
value, waived, or forgiven by the staie or political s~~bdivision" (S; 3 720(bj(4)). Lastly, sectioll 
3 720(c)(2), sets forth the following exenption: 

(c) Notvtlithstandiag s~lbdivision (b) : . . . . 

(2) If the state or a political s~lbdivision requires a pl-ivate developer to 
perfo~ill construction, alteration, den~olition, installation, or repair 
worlc 011 a pilblic work of i~llproven~ent as a condition of regulatory 
approval of an otherwise private developnlent project, and the state 
or political s~zbdivisioa contributes no lnore money, or the 
eq~livalent of money, to the overall project tlml is required to 
perfolin this p~lblic illlprove~nent worlc, and the state or political 
subdivision lllaintaills no proprietary interest in the overall project, 
then only the public illlprovenlent work sl~all thereby beconle 
subject to this chapter. 

'3 Tile Project entails constmction done under contract. The issues are whether the Project is paid 'l 

for, in whole or in part, out of public hnds as defined by section 1720(b) and, if so, whetller the 
exenlptioll set foltll in section 1 720(c)(2) applies. 

Tllere are tlxee potential sources of p~lblic funds payllents. The first source is the CFD bond funds 
issued pursuant to the Mello-Roos Act. The Mello-Roos Act is refeirred to tlu-o~lglio~lt tlie statutory 
sclle~l~e as a p~lblic final~cing mechallism. See, e.g., Gov. Code $ 5  533 1 1.5 and 533 13.5. The 
Mello-Roos Act a~ltl~orizes the fosnlation of a CFD~ and gives tlie CFD timely access to fillancing 
tlvougl.1 the sale of bonds. The bond proceeds are used by the CFD to filnd p~lblic worlcs of 
i~lipr ov en1 ent , 

Develol~er argues that CFD bond f~mds are not p~lblic ft~nds by a~lalogi'zillg them to coliduit bond 
f~lnds. The colid~~it bond financing mechanism was discussed at length iin PW 2004-01 6, Ranclzo 
Sc~7zln Fe Tillnge Serzior AfSoorclc~ble ISTOtisi7i.g Porojecl (February 25, 2005) ("Rarzc11.0 Scuzla Fe"). 
Briefly stated, in the cond~~it bond context, beca~~se  the issuer assigns all of its rigllts to a bond 
trustee, the issuer never llas possession of either the bond proceeds or the loau repay~lients. 
Cond~lit bond fi~la~lcing does 1101: involve a payllent of public f~l'unds beca~~se  the money does not 
flow illto or out of public coffers. That is not the case llere. The CFD controls issuance of the 
Mello-Roos bonds and disburse~~~ent of the proceeds. Additj.onally, tlie Mello-Roos bond 
indebted~less is not being assigned to or assullled by Developer. Rather, it will be paid by taxes 
levied 011 prope~ty owners m/itlliin the CFD, and the taxes will be collected by the CFD tlvougl~ the 
COLIII~Y. As such, the CFD bond f~ulds coilstittlte p~~bl i c  f ~ ~ n d s  'witllill the meaning of section 
1720(b)(l), v,rl~icl~ defines "paid for in wl~ole or in pal? out of public finds" to include the payllent 
of mosey by the state or l~olitical subdi~lision lo a developer. 

'AS defined by Goveml~ellt Code section 53317, a CFD is a "legally coastit~lted govei-llrnental entity established 
pursuant to this chapter for the sole purpose of fi~lallci~lg facilities and se~:vices." 
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The second potential source of public funds payment is the purchase of Hetll by Developer fi-on1 
CityIDepartine~it for $475,000. Section 1720(b)(3) defines payllent of "ptiblic f~~nds" to include a 
"[tlra~lsfer by the state or political subdivision of an asset of value for less than fair markel price." 
R.P. La~lrain & Associates, an independent professional appraisal finny determined the l~iglzest and 
best use of Hetll to be low density residential development and its fair lnarket value at that use to 
be $475,000. The Director has consistently huud fair masleet value to be synonymous with fair 
market price. See, e.g., PW 2003-040, Siei7.u Bzuin.ess Parlc/City of Forzlnvla (Janua~y 23, 2004). 
Here, there is no evidence to suggest that CityIDepa~tment transferred I-Ieth for less t l ~ a ~ l  fair 
~narlcet price. As such, it .is presumed that the transfer of I-Ieth is for fair marlcet price and therefore 
is not a payment out of public funds within the mea~ling of sectioil 1720(b)(3). 

Finally, the third potential source of p~lblic funds payment concelils the traffic impact fees. 
Section 1720(b)(4) defines payment of public funds to include "fees" that axe nonnally required in 
the execution of the contract that are paid, reduced, charged at less than fair market value, waived 
or forgiven by the state or political subdivision. Here, Developer paid the traffic impact fee of 
$1,132,500 in full even though its share of cost was only $384,715. As such, the fee is not paid, 
reduced, charged at less than fair market value, waived or forgiven and therefore is not a payment 
out of public funds within the meaning of section 1720(b)(4). 

In sum, the Project is paid for in part out of public funds in the form of approximately $57 nlillioll 
in CFD bond fwlds and therefore meets the definition of a public work. under section 1720(a)(l). 
The next issue is whether the Project falls within the exemption set forth in section 1720(c)(2). 

The Project must satisfy the following requirements to qualify for tlie exemptio~l in section 
1720(c)(2). First, the Public Facilities must be required as a condition of regulatory approval; 
second, the Project mn~lst be an otherwise private development; third, City must not contribute more 
money, or the iquivale~~t of money, to the overall ~rojkct  than is requii-ed to constiuct the P~iblic 
Facilities; and fourth, City must not maintain a proprietary interest in the overall Project. 

Here, the eleinents of section 1720(c)(2) are met because City required Developer to construct the 
Public Facilities as a condition of City's regulato~y approval of the Project. The Project is an 
otherwise private development. CFD bond funds are used just to pay for the cost of constructillg 
the Public Facilities. city and other local public entities will own, operate and maintain only the 
Public Facilities, but City will have no proprieta~y interest in the overall Project. Accordingly,, the 
Project falls within the section 1720(c) 2 exe~nption and prevailing wages need only be paid for 
the const~~~ctioa of the Public Facilities. I 
Soutl~e~iz ~alifomia' LaborIManageme~~t Operating Engineers Contract Compliance Co~nlnittee 
("Operating Engineers") contends that the Project does not meet the first two elements of the 

' ~ e v e l o ~ e r  asserts that CFD bond funds may or may not cover the total cost of constructing tile Public Facilities and 
argues that only tl~ose individual facilities receiving such funds are subject to coverage. Developer's argunlent is 
witllout merit. As discussed above, the CFD bond funds are public fullds and section 1720(c)(2) only requires tllat City 
contsibute no i7i.ol.e money tllal is required to constluct tlle public works of inlprovenlent. Accordingly, tlle Public 
Facilities, which coilstitute the public worlts of i~nprovement Developer was required to build as a condition of 
regulatory al~proval of the Project, are subject to prevailiilg wage requireinents witl~jll the illeaning of the section 
1720(c)(2) exen~ption. 
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exenlption. They contel~d that the Public Facilities are not recj.udred as a condition of regulatory 
approval and the Project is not an otl~e~ulise private developmellt project. 

First, regarding the "condition of regulatory apl~roval" elenle~~t of the section 1720(c)(2) 
exenzption, Operating Engineers contends that section 1 720(c)(2) is only available where a 
develops- initiates a proj ect, a~l~proaches tlze city and involces the land use entillenle~lt ~~rocess .  
Land use entitlenlents are the p~lblic al~provals that allow a project lo proceed. Entitlen~ents 
illclude public worlcs of illllxovement for the project required of the developer by the city in order 
to obtail~ the city's approval of the proj ecl. Operating Engineers contends Illat wllell the 
entitlenlents are embodied in a development agreen~ent under Goverluz~ent Code section 65864 et 
seq., they calulot be viewed as collditio~ls of regulatory approval within the meaning of section 
1720(c)(2). 

The relevant Labor and Govenul~ent Code sections .do not supporl Operating Engineers' 
contention. The pertinent part of Govenullent Code section 65864 concenling development 
ageenlents states as follomls: 

The Legislat~u-e finds and declares that: 

(a) Tlze lack of certainty in the approval of developnzeilt projects call result 
in a waste of resources, escalate the cost of l~ousiag and other development to tlze 
co~~sumer, and discourage investlllent in and comnitment to comprehensive 
pla~ming whiclz would make l~laximum efficient utilization of resources at the 
least economic cost to the public. 

(b) Assurance to the applicant for a developmeilt' project that LI~IOII 

al~proval of tlie project, the applicant inay proceed wit11 the project in accordance 
wit11 existing policies, rules and regulations, and s~lbject to colzditions of approval, 
will strengthe~l the. public plalming process, encourage private participation in 
conll~rel~ensive l~lanning, and reduce the econolnic costs of de~lelopment, 

(c) The lack of p~iblic facilities, including, but not linlited to, streets, 
sewerage, trazsportatioa, drildcing water, sclzool, and utility facilities, is a serious 
inlpediment to the development of new 11ousing. Whenever possible, al~plicallts 
and local govel~ul~e~zts nlay illclude provisions in agseen~ents wllereby al~plica~lts 
are reilllbmsed over time for financing public facilities. 

Govenuz~ent Code sectio~l 65864(c) and section 1720(i)(2) are m111olly consistent. Both sections 
refer to development prqjects tllat are s~lbject to conditions of approval. The Govenullent Code 
~xovides a mecl~anism for local goves1u1lents to reinzburse developers for the cost of constructing 
p~lblic facilities required for the development. The Labor Code provides that while the 
constl-uction of the p~lblic facilities is. subject to prevailing wage requirenlelzts, t1.1 e otherwise 
111-ivately paid for develop~llent is not. 

Development agseenlents under Gove~~n~lent  Code section 65864 encourage private development, 
and strengthe~~ the planning process, by providillg assurances to both the developer and the p~lblic 
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entity tliat the developiilent will not be sidelined by subsequent chaiges in policy, rules or 
regulations. Subdivision (b) of Goveriul~ent Code section 65864 specifically allows tlze public 
entity to include conditions of approval in the development agreement, as was done here. A 29- 
page docunie~~t attached to the Agreement as Exhibit C sets fol-tll the conditions of approval, 
including the specific requirements for the construction of tlie Public Facilities. 

Per Goveilllnent Code section 65867.5, a city's decisioli to enter into a development agreement 
concenzing a proposed land use is a legislative act. Cities and counties regulate land use in exercise 
of their inherelit police powers. Cal. Const., art. 11, $ 7 ["A county or city nlay ~iialce and enforce 
within its limits a11 local, police, sanitary and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with 
general laws"]; Alas7zecZn County Lancl Use Association v. City of Haj~wnrd (1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 
171 6, 1724. In Sarzta Mavgarita Area Resicle~zts Togetl7er v. fa77 Luis Obispo County (2000) 84 
Cal.App.4tl.l 221, the court found that "[tlhe County concluded that the zoning fi-eeze in the 
[development] Agreement advances the public interest by preserving future options. T h s  type of 
action by the County is more accurately described as a legitimate exercise of govemliental police 
power in the public interest than as a surrender of police power to a special interest." Id. at p. 233. 
Government Code section 65850 is also instsuctive. It states in pertinent part that "the legislative 
body of any . . . city may . . . adopt ordinances that do any of the following: (1) Regulate the use of 
buildiags, structures, and land . . . ." As such, it is reasonable to conclude here that in passing 
Ordinance No. 04-I-B approviilg the Agreement, City was acting pursuant to its police powers to 
regulate land use and that the construction of the Public Facilities enwnerated in Exhibit C to the 
Agreement was a condition of City's regulatory approval of the Project within the meaning of 
section 1720(c)(2). 

Operating Ellgineers also asselts that a statenlent in the Agree~nent that City "could not legally 
require" certain things renders section 1720(c)(2) inapplicable. City might be without power to 
comnlnand Developer outright to construct, for example, the I<-8 school. That does not mean that 
City could not conditiolz its regulatoly approval of the overall Project on const~uction of that 
scliool to meet the needs of the expanding conmunity within the meaning of section 1720(c)(2). 

Second, Operating Engineers contends that the Project is not an "otherwise private development" 
~llider section 1720(c)(2) because of City's involvement in initiating the Project and exercising, if 
necessary, its powers of eniiaent domain to facilitate the Project. Operating Engineers asserts that 
these facts suggest a "partnership" between City and Developer, relying 011 several passages ii-om 
Snrzta Murgaritc! Area Residents Toget11.e~ v. Sn77 Lziis Obispo Coz~rztjl, szpea, 84 Cal.App.4tli 221, 
which discuss the cooperation between private developers and public entities under the statutoly 
schenle a~ltliorizing developllient agreements. Operating Eligineers suggests t11at this type of 
cooperation negates the overall private nature of a developmeilt project. Operating Engineers' 
reliance 011 Surztu Mc~rgarita is nlisplaced because section 1720(c)(2) does not differentiate 
between private developliient projects undel-talten pursuant to a development agreenleat,and tllose 
~lndertalcen in a different manner. Section 1720(c)(2) does not draw a distinction between private 
developn~ent projects initiated by developers and those initiated by public entities, nor does it 
disqualify a project involving the exercise of eniinent do~nain. Also, there is no indication that 
City has in fact used its powers of eminent domain. And, even if is has, for purposes of section 
1720(c)(2), the only relevant considerations would be ~~llether in exercising such power the City 
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retains a proprietary interest in tlle Project or contributes more money, 01- the equivalellt of nlolley, 
t11a11 is required to coastl.uct the P~lblic Facilities. 

Contrary to Operating E~igineers' assertion, the facts do not support t11e existence of a pa~-tnership 
between City and Developer tllat wo~lld negate the otherwise private nat~11:e of the Project and 
rel~der file exelliption ill sectio~ 1720(c)(2) inapplicable. City does not own tlie .land to be 
developed. Aside fiom the Public Facilities, tlie Project is privately f~~llded and, ulpon colllpletion, 
will be privately owned, Mere encourage~nent and support of the overall Project by City does not, 
by itself, turn tile Project into a p~lblic wor~c .~  As srlch, the record as a whole supports the findillg 
that tile Project is a11 "otl~a-wise private develoj~ment project" within the meaning of section 
1720(c)(2). 

Finally, ulxelated to the elelnents or applicability of section 1720(c)(2), Operating Engineers 
argues that tlze Project in its entirety is s~lbject to prevailing wages because it is a single, integrated 
and interdependellt project, relying on Sc~rzta Mclrgarita Area Resic1en.t~ ~ o ~ e t l i e r  v. Sa7z Luis 
Obispo Cozirzty, szgrn, 84 Cal.App.4tlz 221 and a prior p~zblic worlcs coverage detern~inatibn, PW 
2000-01 6, Jfirzeyard Creek Hotel a71.d Corlfererzce Center, Reclevelopr~zerzt Agerzcy, City of Scuzta 
Rosii (October 16, 2000). It should be noted that hinq)arcl Creek pre-dates the enactment of 
section 1720(c)(2) and involves a wholly distinct set of facts. Fur-tiler, while this matter was 
pending, the ~epartnient decided it would no longer designate public worlcs coverage 
detenlzillatio~ls as "precedelztial" under Govenment Code section 11425.60. Consequently, 
J/irze))arcl Creek no longer has precedential effect. Public notice of the Department's decision to 
discontinue the use of precedent decisions can be found at littp://mw. dir. ca. ~o-\l/DLSR/09-06- 
2007(l~wcd).pdf. Notwitlzstanding the Departnient's decision, Tfirzeynrd Creek is irrelevant because 
it does not address the sole issue raised by the facts here, which is whetller this Project as a whole 
lneets the elenzents of section 1720(c)(2). Here, the elenlents are met beca~lse City requil-ed 
Developer to constl-~lct the P~~b l i c  Facilities as a collditioli of City's approval of the Project in its 
exercisk of regulato~y authority over land use; apart fro111 construction of the Public ~acilities, tile 
Project is an otl~erwise private developme~lt; City contributed no Inore mol~ey tllan is required to 
construct the Public Facilities; and City and otl~er local public entities will own the P~lblic 
Facilities but City will not inaintaia a proprietary interest in the overall Project. Consequently, by 
operation of section I. 720(c)(2), only that portion of the Project enconlpassing the P ~ ~ b l i c  Facilities 
is subject to prevailing wage req~~irenlents. As discussed above, the analysis herein js consistelzt 
with priol. p~lblic M~OSICS coverage deteliniaations illtelyreting the section 1720(6)(2) exelliption and 
is not altered by tile disc~lssion in Sc~ntci Mc~rgc~rito about tlie relatio~~slshi]~ between public entities 

, and developers under t11e statutory sclieme authorizing development agreements. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Project entails cons.truction tllat is done under contract and is paid 
for in pa11 ~litll public f~111ds ill the f01111 of CFD bonds. Under the facts of this case, however, the 

7 The Depart111ei1t's prior public works coverage deter~~iinatio~ls have co~~sistently Iouild the exemption in section 
1720(c)(2) to apply notv~ithstanding the fact that a city had either initiated OT otllel-\vise encouraged a private 
developi~leilt project or had entered into an agreement wit11 a develol~er. See PW 2002-099 (Loive's FJo71le . 

~ ~ ~ ] J I ~ o I J ~ I I u ? ~ ? . ~  Ce~?ler)/PW 2002-1 00 (Coslco Retnil Builcling) Pacheco Pass Retail Centel; Cioj of Gih.0~1 (July 10, 
2003) [section 1720(c)(2) applied to project initiated by city]; PW 2003-040, Sierrr Birsiness Pa~.l~/Citj? of F07~lcrncr 
(Janualy23, 2004); [section 1720(c)(2) applied to project that was "part of a larger plan by the city. . . "I. 



Letter to Donald Ca~~ol l ,  Esq. 
Re: P~lblic Works Case No. 2005-038 
Page 8 

Project falls within the section 1720(c)(2) exe~iiption and prevailing wages need only be paid for 
the construction of tlie Public Facilities. 

I liope this deteniiiaation satisfactorily answers your inqui~y. 

Siacerely, 

& c- 5- 
~bhn  C. Duncan 
Director 


